attitude in the mind of Ramakrishna Rao to part with the site
even for a nominal price. Elders intervened and ultimately
Ramakrishna Rao agreed to part with the site in favour of
Ramana Rao for a sum of Rs. 1 lakh though it costs more than
Rs. 5 lakhs, and accordingly Ramakrishna Rao executed a sale
deed in favour of Ramana Rao. After the said transaction, both
the sites of Ramana Rao and also that of Ramakrishna Rao which
was sold to Ramana Rao were acquired by the Government and
compensation at the rate of Rs. 5007- per square yard and
solatium Q 30% and additional interest at 12%, was granted. On
coming to know about this, Ramakrishna Rao wanted to take
legal action against Ramana Rao. Whether Ramakrishna Rao has
got any legal remedy?

Under Section 55 (5) (a) of the Transfer of Property Act, the
buyer is bound to disclose to the seller any fact as to the
nature or extent of the seller's interest in the property of
which the buyer is aware but of which h'e has reason to believe
that the seller is not aware and which materially increases the
value of such interest. An omission to make such disclosure
amounts to fraudulent transaction. As Ramana Rao, the buyer
having known about the proposed acquisition of site by the
Government and also about the benefits or compensation that
may be awarded on account of acquisition and having failed
to disclose the same to Ramakrishna*Rao at the time of sale
and on the other hand put the seller under darkness about the
proposed acquisition, the transaction becomes a fraudulent
one and Ramakrishna Rao can question the same in a court of
law.

52. Ananda Kumar obtained a loan of Rs. 50,0007- from
ndra Bank by depositing his title deeds in respect of a site
easuring 1000 sqare yards situated in a wrell developed area of
tneerpet. Ananda Kumar did not repay the amount borrowed by
m under the mortgage even after two years. The Bank issued
registered notice and thereafter, filed a suit against Ananda
amar for recovery of the amount due from him. Ananda Kumar
sisted the suit claim by filing a written statement contending,
ter alia, that the suit mortgage bond was not registered though
ought to be registered and so the Bank was not entitled to
oceed against him for recovery of the amount due under an
iregistered mortgage bond. What is the position?
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